Abstract
"Can Sex Differences in Science Be Tied to the Long Reach of Prenatal Hormones?" describes women's participation in science and claims that the increases in quantitative fields (e.g., mathematics, engineering, and physical sciences) are an exception to the statement that "Women's growth in the scientific workforce has been meteoric over the past 40 years." We disagree and present statistics demonstrating a more positive view of the increase of the number of women in quantitative fields. Valla and Ceci (this issue) , like many analyses of gender differences in cognition, brain activity, or abilities, cites many statistics about women's participation in science. In this commentary, we examine two examples of statements made in the article and demonstrate that a more careful analysis of the data reveals a more positive view of the increase of the number of women in quantitative fields.
1. The authors state: "Women's growth in the scientific workforce has been meteoric over the past 40 years." But that statement is followed by: "However, there is one glaring exception to women's progress in scientific careers. In fields that are highly quantitative, women's success has been far less pronounced."
Women dramatically increased their share of PhDs in all sciences during those years. The authors refer to some of the statistics in Table 1 Women are also becoming faculty members at a better rate in the quantitative sciences. The authors give statistics for women's representation among PhD recipients, among all professors, and among full professors; however, statistics for assistant professors are not given. Any discussion of women's progress in academic science must examine recent hiring. This requires comparing women's representation among PhD recipients versus among assistant professors.
One way to quantify this comparison is to compute utilization by discipline-in this case, the percentage of female assistant professors divided by the percentage of PhDs. A utilization of 1.00 would indicate that women are represented equally among PhD recipients and among assistant professors in the same discipline. A smaller utilization indicates that the proportion of women decreases from PhD to assistant professor. Table 2 shows that utilization in "highly quantitative" disciplines (e.g., mathematics, engineering, and physical sciences) is generally greater than in the life sciences and in most cases at least comparable to the social sciences. A similar, though less pronounced, finding appears in the analogous FY 2002 survey (Nelson, 2005, Table 5 ), so this trend has been in place for a number of years. Thus, in terms of utilization of PhDs in academe, women are much more successful in mathematics, engineering, and physics than in the life sciences (biological sciences and psychology) and fare as well as or better than those in sociology and political science.
2. Valla and Ceci state: "There is nowhere close to one-third women occupying math-intensive positions in disciplines such as physics, engineering, computer science, economics, chemistry, and mathematics."
This broad statement does not specify or restrict any level of workforce, and is not true for some categories of academic institutions. For example, in 2005 the representation of women among tenure-track faculty of mathematical sciences departments ranged from almost one-quarter to one-third at four-year institutions (see Table 3 ). In mathematical sciences departments at two-year institutions, women were half of the permanent faculty.
Conclusion. Any discussion of the lines of research considered in "Can Sex Differences in Science Be Tied to the Long Reach of Prenatal Hormones?"-preferences, abilities, or brain organization-must accurately cite and analyze such empirical findings about women's participation in science. 
